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Individuals
(Organized in alpha order by last name)

Casey (I1)

Response to Comment I1-1

More detail has been added to the upland discharge discussion.  Please see the revised text in Chapter 6,
Section 6.2.3.3.  This additional information does not include site specific work in the upland discharge
study area because King County has been unable to gain access to the proposed upland discharge study
area. Because of this King County agrees that a level of uncertainty exists in the data used to determine
the feasibility and environmental impacts of the upland discharge alternative. Given this level of
uncertainty, the Final EIS, as prescribed by SEPA, presents a worst case analysis of the upland discharge
alternative’s potential environmental impacts for the decision-makers to consider when selecting
alternatives.  Please see Chapter 6 Section 6.2.3.3 for a discussion of the worst case analysis.

Response to Comment I1-2

Please see the response to comment I1-1 for a discussion of the data used to determine the environmental
impacts of the upland discharge alternative.  Also, for a discussion of the likely groundwater flow paths
and well log data please see the revised text in Carnation Wastewater Treatment Facility Technical
Memorandum No. 5A Upland Disposal Alternatives. The anticipated natural rise in water levels in the
winter is approximated from the water level data collected from September 2003 through February 2004
in one of the City’s monitor wells as discussed in Section 3.4 of Technical Memorandum No. 5A.
Although this well is not specifically in the upland discharge study area, the change in water levels seen
over the winter should be very similar in the study area. Specific identification of water levels, flow paths,
discharge points, etc. in the upland disposal study area could not be accomplished due to King County
being unable to secure access to the study area. However, the studies accomplished at the City’s property,
along with the studies of well logs and other available information from the area are sufficient to
characterize the likely behavior of ground water beneath the study area as discussed in Section 3.4.
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Response to Comment I1-3

Please see the response to comment I1-1 for a discussion of the data used to determine the environmental
impacts of the upland discharge alternative.

Response to Comment I1-4

The City of Carnation does not monitor the surface waters in the Langlois Creek watershed.  A previous
City of Carnation hydrogeologic study determined that the springs from which the municipal water
supply is drawn are true ground water and not a surface water source or under the direct influence of
surface water (Carnation, 2000).  Carnation, City of, 2000.  Comprehensive Water System Plan.
Carnation, WA: City of Carnation.

Response to Comment I1-5

The intent of Section 6.1.4 is to characterize the existing groundwater resources in the project area.
Generalizations are used because of the variation in groundwater characteristics over the 240-acre upland
discharge study area.

Response to Comment I1-6

Please see the response to comment I1-1 for a discussion of the data used to determine the environmental
impacts of the upland discharge alternative.

Response to Comment I1-7

Please see the response to comment I1-1 for a discussion of the data used to determine the environmental
impacts of the upland discharge alternative.
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Response to Comment I1-8

Please see Chapter 7, Section 7.1.4.3 of the Final EIS.  Several wetlands have been identified through
review of wetland inventories and aerial photography. King County Wastewater Treatment Division
agrees that wetland inventories and aerial photography have limitations in identifying wetlands. The
wetland areas would not be suitable for upland infiltration.  If the upland discharge alternative was
selected, on-the-ground surveys would be conducted to make sure the infiltration ponds would be sited in
a portion of the upland discharge area outside of the wetlands.

Response to Comment I1-9

At the time Technical Memorandum 5A was written, precipitation data for the full period of September
through February was not available for the closest official climatological data station run by the National
Climatic Data Center (Snoqualmie Falls). The data is now available and the Memorandum has been
amended to reflect the new data.

Response to Comment I1-10

King County agrees that inferences were made and a level of uncertainty exists in statements on
groundwater flow paths and water quality. However, with the information available, the discharge from
the water table aquifer must be to local streams and wetlands and/or to leakage to the confined aquifer.
The uncertainty arises from not knowing whether all the wetlands and streams are discharge features or
just some and not knowing how much discharges vertically through leakage versus laterally to the surface
water features. Discharge pathways from the confined aquifer are less certain because there are no known
local surface water features which correspond with the known elevation of the aquifer. However, within
the regional setting, there are no other known discharge points than those cited in the technical
memorandum. Water quality in the two aquifers should be similar because they both derive water from
the same recharge sources – precipitation local to the area.  When inferences were made they are based on
best available information.   Because this level of uncertainty exists, the Final EIS, as prescribed by
SEPA, presents a worst case analysis of the upland discharge alternative’s potential environmental
impacts for the decision-makers to consider when selecting alternatives.  Please see Chapter 6 Section
6.2.3.3 for a discussion of the worst case analysis.

Response to Comment I1-11

Please see the response to comment I1-1 for a discussion of the data used to determine the environmental
impacts of the upland discharge alternative.

Response to Comment I1-12

Please see the response to comment I1-1 for a discussion of the data used to determine the environmental
impacts of the upland discharge alternative. The projected range of mounding (5-30 feet) results from
uncertainty in the permeability of the recessional gravels; therefore, it is true that up to 30 feet of gravel
may be needed. However, it is likely that less than 30 feet would be needed for more typical permeability
values of gravel, particularly since the basin design could be changed to help minimize mounding.
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Response to Comment I1-13

Please see the response to comment I1-1 for a discussion of the data used to determine the environmental
impacts of the upland discharge alternative. This discussion also indicates that due to the uncertainty
regarding the geology of the site, King County is presenting a worst-case analysis of the project’s
environmental impacts at the site for decision-makers’ consideration.

Response to Comment I1-14

Please see Chapter 6, Section 6.2.3.3 for a discussion of the groundwater quality impacts.  Also, see
Chapter 10, Section 10.2.2.3 for a discussion of infiltrated highly treated water mixing with native water
in the confined aquifer and environmental health impacts.

Response to Comment I1-15

Please see Chapter 6, Section 6.1.2 for information on existing surface water bodies in the project area.
Also, please see Chapter 7, Section 7.1 for a discussion of existing wetlands in the project area.  The King
County Wastewater Treatment Division agrees that groundwater contamination from the adjacent landfill
site is still being evaluated and that localized flooding associated with groundwater mounding could
occur.

Response to Comment I1-16

Please see the response to comment I1-1 for a discussion of the data used to determine the environmental
impacts of the upland discharge alternative. A supplemental EIS is neither necessary nor appropriate. The
Draft EIS was issued at a point in time when a certain level of information was known relating to the
probable significant adverse impacts of the proposal and possible ways to mitigate those impacts. Since
issuance of the Draft EIS, further analysis has been conducted. In areas where there was uncertainty in
one respect or another as to impacts, then following SEPA’s guidelines, the EIS presents a worst-case
analysis of impacts.
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Dimock (I2)

Response to Comment I2-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment I2-2

The process by which the City of Carnation reached the decision to build wastewater treatment facilities
is summarized in Chapter 2, Section 2.1, History and Section 2.3, Planning Background.
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Dinwiddie (I3)

Response to Comment I3-1

SEPA requires that an EIS discuss reasonable alternatives. For the treatment plant, this EIS meets this
requirement by evaluating the potential environmental impacts of constructing and operating the plant at
two alternative sites. Decision makers will take the environmental impacts at the two sites into account
along with non-environmental factors such as cost and community impacts in choosing a treatment plant
site.

Response to Comment I3-2

As indicated in the response to comment I3-1, SEPA requires that an EIS discuss reasonable alternatives.
The wetland, river and upland discharge alternatives are reasonable alternatives for the discharge facility.
Decision makers will take the environmental impacts of these alternatives into account along with non-
environmental factors such as cost and community impacts in choosing a discharge facility.
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Houck (I4)

Response to Comment I4-1

SEPA does not require an EIS to consider the cost of a proposal. Cost and other non-environmental
factors will be taken into account by decision makers along with the environmental factors discussed in
the EIS in choosing treatment facility alternatives.

Please contact the City of Carnation for information on how costs to homeowners are being addressed.

In Chapter 3, Section 3.4, the EIS provides a summary of other alternatives that were considered.
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Hughes (I16)

Response to Comment I16-1

Please see the response to comment Dinwiddie, I3-1.

If the Weckwerth site were chosen for the plant, King County would implement appropriate mitigation
measures, such as those discussed in the EIS, to minimize impacts on the school. Please see the responses
to the Riverview School District comments for more detail.
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Hunter (I5)

Response to Comment I5-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Mayfield (I6)

Response to Comment I6-1

Please see Chapter 6, Section 6.2.2 of the Final EIS for a discussion of the potential flood impacts and
mitigation measures associated with the treatment plant.

Response to Comment I6-2

The only residents of unincorporated King County who might be affected financially would be those
living outside the current city limits but inside Carnation’s designated urban growth area (see EIS Figure
1-2). If in the future Carnation annexed this area and extended the sewer collection system there, area
residents who connected to the system would have to pay to use it.
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McBride (I7)

Response to Comment I7-1

Chapter 3, Table 3-3 compares the potential environmental impacts of discharging highly treated water to
the river, wetlands or upland. Chapter 6, Section 6.2.3 provides a detailed discussion of these impacts.

Response to Comment I7-2

In Chapter 5, Section 5.2.1.2, the EIS states that, “Minimal odor impacts to the surrounding properties are
expected during operation of the treatment plant with implementation of the odor-control measures
discussed in the section titled Mitigation Measures Common to All Treatment Facilities.” The referenced
mitigation measures are listed in Section 5.2.1.3.

Response to Comment I7-3

As indicated in the response to the previous comment, minimal odor impacts are expected from the
treatment facility. Also, as discussed in Chapter 6 of the EIS, the treatment facility is not expected to
cause any significant adverse impacts to ambient water quality. Chapter 1, Section 1.2 discusses the
purpose and need for the project.
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Minshall (I8)

Response to Comment I8-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Ohlsen (I9)

Response to Comment I9-1

The process by which the City of Carnation reached the decision to build wastewater treatment facilities
is summarized in Chapter 2, Section 2.1, History and Section 2.3, Planning Background.

Response to Comment I9-2

King County and the City of Carnation have entered into an agreement for sewage disposal. Based on this
agreement King County is obligated to accept and treat all sewage the city delivers to the plant.  If sewage
volumes someday approach the capacity of the plant, King County will be obligated to construct
additional capacity.

The most important element to ensuring that building permits and connections to the sewer system do not
exceed the capacity is planning. During the wastewater treatment plant planning process current
population projections, buildable lands data, land use zoning, and other information are used to design a
wastewater facility to accommodate the current and future population of Carnation.  King County is
sizing the Wastewater Treatment Facility to accommodate City of Carnation wastewater flows through
2050. Several documents provide detailed population and wastewater flow projections including the City
of Carnation Comprehensive Sewer Plan and City of Carnation Comprehensive Land Use Plan.  For
further information on sizing of the wastewater treatment facility please see Technical Memorandum No.
2 Population, Flow, and Loads published with the EIS.

The wastewater treatment plant will operate under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Permit issued by the Department of Ecology.  The NPDES permit will contain design criteria
including capacity of the plant.  In addition the permit will contain requirements that King County plan to
maintain capacity.  This requires King County to submit a plan to the Department of Ecology when the
design capacity reaches 85 percent for three consecutive months or when the projected increases would
reach design capacity within five years whichever comes first.

In an extreme case the Department of Ecology has the authority to determine that a moratorium on
connections to the wastewater treatment plant is necessary.

Response to Comment I9-3

King County Wastewater Treatment Division is aware that Duvall has experienced problems with
discharge permit limits for silver, zinc, copper, and mercury.  To address these and other issues, Duvall is
currently upgrading its treatment plant and has selected the Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) technology.
These types of problems are not anticipated in Carnation for the following reasons.  The Membrane
Bioreactor (MBR) technology that would be used is one of the best available technologies for treating
municipal wastewater.  In the unforeseen event that additional metals removal is required to meet permit
limits, the treatment plant would also have chemical addition capabilities that would enable enhanced
metals removal.

Response to Comment I9-4

Thank you for your comment.
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Ohlsen (I10)

Response to Comment I10-1

The EIS addresses the impacts of new growth in the section titled “Cumulative Impacts” at the end of
each impact chapter. The proposal for a treatment facility is consistent with the City of Carnation
Comprehensive Plan and other planning documents.  These planning documents take many elements of
the environment into account including transportation planning to effectively manage population changes
over time.  Also, the wastewater treatment facility is being planned and designed to serve the current and
future population within the City of Carnation and its annexation area. The population projections for
Carnation have been developed as part of a regional planning process.  These projections are used in
transportation planning to expand current roads and build new roads where needed.

Response to Comment I10-2

Information on status of fisheries in the Snoqualmie and Tolt Rivers are available from the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife.  Available reports suggest the Snoqualmie River Watershed contains
some of the healthiest habitat remaining in King County and supports wild populations of coho, chinook,
chum and pink salmon, as well as, steelhead, cuttthroat, rainbow and bull trout (King County WLR,
2001).  The Draft EIS reported that all of the above salmonid species are known to be present in the
Snoqualmie and Tolt Rivers adjacent to Carnation.  Specific reasons for the decline in any of the salmonid
species populations in the watershed are not immediately available.  Generally, the decline is likely a
combination of numerous factors including low ocean productivity, overharvest, interactions with less-fit
hatchery fish, loss and degradation of habitat due to physical modifications in and along the river and
upland land development (residential, commercial, agricultural and forestry related). The latter also
increases stormwater runoff associated with development. Stormwater runoff can reduce water quality
(more fine sediments and contaminants) and cause stream flows to more quickly increase, leading to
increased flooding and erosion impacts to aquatic organisms, including salmon.

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks, Water and Land Resources Division. 2001.
Salmon Conservation in the Snoqualmie Watershed—Snoqualmie Watershed Forum Strategy and Work
Plan 2001. Prepared in cooperation with the City of Carnation, City of Duvall, City of North Bend, and
City of Snoqualmie.

Response to Comment I10-3

Chapter 7 of the Draft and Final EIS discusses known current fish use of Harris Creek.  No water
discharged at the wetland discharge would reach Harris Creek via surface water flow.  It is possible,
although unlikely, some of the water discharged could reach Harris Creek via groundwater flow.
Safeguards will be designed in the treatment process to monitor discharged water and protect aquatic
species at the wetland discharge site.
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Peterson (I11)

Response to Comment I11-1

SEPA does not require an EIS to consider the cost of a proposal. Cost and other non-environmental
factors will be taken into account by decision makers along with the environmental factors discussed in
the EIS in choosing treatment facility alternatives.

Please contact the City of Carnation for information on how costs to homeowners are being addressed.

In Chapter 3, Section 3.4, the EIS provides a summary of other alternatives that were considered.
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Sommer (I12)

Response to Comment I12-1

As stated in the Draft EIS, the King County Wastewater Treatment Division has selected membrane
bioreactors (MBRs) as the treatment technology for the proposed Carnation Wastewater Treatment
Facility.  MBR technology produces highly treated water.  Please see Chapter 6, Table 6-2 for
information on the amount of pollutant removal during the wastewater treatment process. Any discharge
alternative selected would be required to meet a variety of permit conditions including the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). Permits requirements would be placed on the quantity
and concentration of pollutants in the highly treated water.  These requirements are developed to protect
public health and safety as well as preserve the beneficial uses of water bodies for people and wildlife.

Response to Comment I12-2

King County Wastewater Treatment Division agrees that the discharging to the river provides a larger
column of water and greater dilution of highly treated water than in the wetland.  The wetland differs
from the river in that further removal of pollutants could occur through natural physical and biological
process.  Both the river and wetland have potential pollutant removal advantages.  For these and other
reasons no significant impacts to water quality are expected from either discharge alternative.  Please see
Chapter 6, Section 6.2.3 for a discussion of the water quality impacts of discharge to both the river and
wetland.
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Uzuner (I13)

Response to Comment I13-1

Please refer to the response to comments Washington State Department of Natural Resources, S2-2 and
Dinwiddie, I3-1 for a discussion of the decision process that will be used to select alternatives considered
in this EIS.
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Webber (I14)

Response to Comment I14-1

It is agreed that all three discharge alternatives are located in the same geologic setting.  The seismic
hazard area identified on Figure 4-1 is from the King County Sensitive Areas Ordinance (SAO).  The
SAO defines seismic hazard areas as "those areas in King County subject to severe risk of earthquake
damage as a result of soil liquefaction in areas underlain by cohesionless soils of low density and usually
in association with a shallow groundwater table or of other seismically induced settlement (KCC
21A.06.1045)."  As this definition indicates, the specific seismic hazard being mapped and regulated is
soil liquefaction.  This definition does not consider other seismic hazards such as ground shaking and
landslides.  Generally, the soils on the Snoqualmie Valley floor adjacent to the river have properties that
indicate that liquefaction during an earthquake is a risk.  Therefore, those areas are mapped as seismic
hazard areas.  Soils at higher elevations in the Snoqualmie Valley do not have the properties that indicate
that liquefaction is a risk.  The river and wetland discharge options are located on the Snoqualmie Valley
floor at or adjacent to the river and therefore in mapped seismic hazard areas.  The upland discharge
alternative is at a higher elevation in the Snoqualmie Valley and is not mapped as a seismic hazard area.

As described in Chapter 9, Section 9.1.1, construction of any of the project facilities in sensitive areas of
unincorporated King County would be subject to regulation under the King County Sensitive Areas Code.

Chapter 4, Section 4.2.1.3 describes the design standards that the pipelines would have to meet to
withstand the level of earthquake hazard anticipated for the project area.

Response to Comment I14-2

Chapter 4, Section 4.2.1.2 describes the seismic site classes for all project sites. These site classes are
from the International Building Code.

Response to Comment I14-3

Section 3.2 of Technical Memorandum 5A discusses the soil conditions at the City’s landfill site and how
they compare to the soils of the upland disposal study area. Based on available information, it is very
likely that the soils are the same in the study area parcels as at the landfill site.

Response to Comment I14-4

Section 4.2.1.2 describes the seismic risk in the project area. Section 4.2.1.3 describes the design
standards that the treatment plant, pipelines and discharge structures would have to meet to withstand the
level of earthquake hazard anticipated for the area.

Response to Comment I14-5

The discussion of groundwater depth is based on credible, widely accepted documentation backed by the
opinion of licensed hydrogeologists familiar with the area. This documentation provides information at a
level of detail sufficient for environmental impact analysis. If necessary, groundwater depths would be
investigated in greater detail during facility design. The discussion of the near surface geology at the
Stillwater is similarly based.
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Response to Comment I14-6

These uncertainties exist because King County has been unable to gain access to the upland discharge
study area. As a result, the EIS, as prescribed by SEPA, presents a worst case analysis of the upland
discharge alternative’s potential environmental impacts. Please also see the response to comment Casey,
I1-1 and Chapter 6, Section 6.2.3.3.

Response to Comment I14-7

Please see the response to comment I14-6.

Response to Comment I14-8

Please see the response to comment I14-6.

Response to Comment I14-9

Please see the response to comment Casey, I1-1.

Response to Comment I14-10

Chapter 4, Section 4.1.4.3 has been revised to provide more detail on the geology of the upland discharge
study area. This revision clarifies that the two sections are consistent.

Response to Comment I14-11

Please see the response to comment Casey, I1-1.

Response to Comment I14-12

The City of Carnation considered this and other on-site wastewater treatment and disposal alternatives, as
noted in Chapter 3, Section 3.4.1. Please see the City plans referred to in that section for more detail on
the issues associated with these alternatives.

Response to Comment I14-13

Please contact PHSKC for the requested information concerning the statements made in their 2003 letter.

Chapter 3, Section 3.4.1 notes the wastewater treatment and disposal alternatives considered by the City
of Carnation. Please see the City plans referred to in that section for more detail on the issues associated
with these alternatives.
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Wilson (I15)

Response to Comment I15-1

Thank you for your comment.




